Abstract
What is Collective Security?
The centuries of experiences so far in the international efforts for finding global peace show that the traditional concepts of security do not provide adequate solutions for the current challenges of inter-state conflict and regional instability. In the research of this very significant and current segment of collective security, as opposed to the threats to world peace and stability, one can find two directions in international relations which are treated as: realism and liberalism, both demonstrating an era when war was considered as a legitimate instrument in politics. In the first years of the 20 th century we witnessed a new approach in politics, which in global frame works with the international security relation.
When we speak about this subject we undoubtedly think of the efforts of the international community for finding new ways and methods that lead to building mutual trust among countries, solving the so-called "security dilemma" through generally acceptable models of cooperation. Most of them see the framework as helping to achieve their own security and strengthening their security by being members of the collective systems for security, which certainly does not exclude their active participation in other international organisation. The subject of security is very current and complex. Security matters. It is impossible to make sense of world politics without reference to it.
The terms collective security and collective defence are inventions of the past century. The two concepts are a long-term formal commitment among groups of countries in order to protect the security interests of the individual members within their joint spheres of interest. The concept of "collective security" is deemed to apply interest in security in a broad manner, to "avoid grouping powers into opposing camps, and refusing to draw dividing lines that would leave
The League of Nations:
The first modern organisation for collective security was the League of Nations created after the First World War. The League of Nations grew out of World War I (1914 War I ( -1918 . However, the idea of the establishment of a body in which the nations of the world could settle their disagreements has been put forth periodically since antiquity. The League, created at the 1919 Paris Peace Conference, was the first organisation of sovereign states designed to be universal and devoted to the settlement of disputes and the prevention of war. 7 In order to create the legal framework for executing this most complex task of the League, the members included a special provision in the Pact they signed. Article 10 states that "The Members of the League undertake to respect and preserve as against external aggression the territorial integrity and existing political independence of all Members of the League. In the case of any such aggression or in case of any threat or danger of such aggression the Council shall advise upon the means by which this obligation shall be fulfilled". 8 The most controversial and debated provision seemed to demand of member states an obligation to "preserve as against external aggression the territorial integrity and existing political independence of all members of the League". 9 But, in fact, the League, through its council (upper chamber), could only request them to act, not force them to do so. Some of the issues that were to plague collective security thus arose early: Is it possible to get binding commitments from states to suppress any future forcible alteration of the status quo? Is this even desirable, since the status quo may not be just or reasonable, at least not to everybody? 10 How might we account for this failure? Theoretically, the League was allowed to use military force, but it did not have an army of its own -so if a country ignored it, in the end, there was nothing the League could do. Although the French (for obvious reasons) asked for the creation of an international army under control of the League of Nations, this idea received no serious support. Frightened by the spectre of American soldiers being summoned to fight on foreign soil at the behest of an alien organization, the Senate refused to ratify the Treaty of Versailles. Thus, the United States did not become a member of the league, nor was the new, outcast Russian socialist state a member.
The failure of the League of Nations discovered the need for liberal democratic countries. The problems of the League appeared from its non-democratic members. It could include fascist Italy, but not also fascist Germany. As soon as Germany became fascist, it left the League, thus the League was not able to survive and act anymore. The League's failure to prevent the outbreak of World War II in 1939 did not destroy the belief in the need for a universal organisation. On the contrary, it bred a determination to learn from the mistakes of the past and to build a new body more adequately equipped to maintain international peace in the future.
The central idea of collective security is to institutionalise a permanent arrangement of the balance of power in which the entire international community agrees to oppose military aggression by any member. The logic of the scheme is that no state can stand up to all of the other members of the system together, and that aggression will therefore be permanently deterred (an assumption made difficult when there are nuclear powers in the system). 11 The necessary conditions for collective security are very demanding. First, all states must accept the status quo sufficiently to renounce the use of force for any purpose other than defence of their own territory. Second, all states must agree on a clear definition of aggression so that paralysis can be avoided if cases arise. Third, all states, and especially the large powers, must be willing to commit their own armed forces and/or funds (or to create, pay for, and find means of controlling, an international armed force) to prevent aggression even if it is remote from, or opposed to, their immediate interests. Fourth, all states must actively prevent any breaches of sanctions that might assist the declared outlaw. 12 Attempts by the League of Nations to implement collective security failed because of inability to meet these conditions. Some argued that the idea of collective security was even an obstacle to a firm policy, because public opinion at times, as in the United Kingdom in the mid-1930s, tended to look upon collective security and the league as a substitute for national power. Evidently, some people thought that if only the problem of stopping the dictators could be turned over to Geneva, nothing need be done by the separate nations. This clearly was a dangerous illusion. The UN as the successor of the League of Nations is a collective security system but with certainty created to correct the larger drawbacks of its predecessor. The UN unlike the League has universal membership. Namely, the UN is a universal international organisation that forbids war as a means of the international policy of the states. The rule of peaceful solution of disputes and for collective actions in cases of jeopardy of international peace and security dominates. Collective security operations of the UN occurred twice.
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The UN Charter clearly states in Article 51 "nothing in the present Charter shall impair the inherent right of individual or collective self-defence if an armed attack occurs against a Member of the United Nations, until the Security Council has taken measures necessary to maintain international peace and security. Measures taken by Members in the exercise of this right of self-defence shall be immediately reported to the Security Council and shall not in any way affect the authority and responsibility of the Security Council under the present Charter to take at any time such action as it deems necessary in order to maintain or restore international peace and security". 13 Individual self-defence according to the Charter can be taken by a country which is target of an armed attack until the moment the Security Council intervenes with its mechanisms.
In the last decade of the 20 th century, we saw such changes that had great influence on international stability and meaning and according to this the organisation itself as a universal organisation obliged to safeguard the world peace and security. Having in mind the opposed values of the member countries, the UN more often than not is an ineffective organisation, as a collective security system. This is confirmed by the fact that agreements are rare when the interests of the permanent members of the Security Council are in conflict. The two collective security operations which were "successful" illustrate the need of common values and interests. The UN was mostly effective against North Korea in 1950 but only because the Soviet Union boycotted the sessions of the Council. At that time the permanent members were: the USA, the United Kingdom, France, the Republic of China and the Soviet Union.
The end of the Cold War allowed the opportunity for the second successful operation for collective security of the UN against the Iraqi invasion of Kuwait in 1990. At that time the Soviet Union, expressed its desire to join the Western community of nations and did not block the action against Iraq which was its former "client". The Persian Gulf crisis showed that for the first time since the creation of the UN the Security Council has started to function as it was envisaged by its founders. In the Persian Gulf crisis the Security Council, besides unanimously convicting the Iraqi aggression and requesting re-establishment of the integrity and sovereignty of Kuwait, also voted upon the mandatory application of economic and military sanctions on Iraq, which were fully implemented.
During the Kosovo crisis of 1999, there was no action against Serbia on behalf of the UN. Russia and China opposed the action, partly because involvement in the internal matters of Serbia would make room for intervention in similar domestic situations elsewhere, such as Chechnya in Russia and Tibet in China. 14 Another example is the Iraq-Iran war, which the Security Council followed without powers, not having the possibilities even to establish the aggressor and the victim, which is one of its elementary obligations and duties. "Russia deems important is the throughout strengthening of the UN potential. The UN must rationally adapt itself to new world realities. It should also strengthen its influence and preserve its multinational nature and integrity of the UN Charter provisions. The reform of the UN Security Council is an essential component of its revitalisation. The time has come to speed up the search for a compromise formula of its expansion and increased efficiency of its work". 15 Most important of all is that the big collective security actions of the UN occurred only when the non-democratic members of the Security Council were either absent from the meetings or restrained from their liberal democrat copies.
The purpose of the UN is not to get us to heaven but to save us from hell. The UN has played an essential role in diffusing interstate and intrastate disputes, responding to humanitarian emergencies and elaborating norms for human rights. Over the past six decades, this world organization has demonstrated considerable creativity in navigating the constraints of power politics. However, as long as states fail to provide requisite resources and delegate authority, the UN's capacity to fulfil its mandate will remain circumscribed. 16 However, the contemporary tendencies and the modern orientation of the UN, no matter the weaknesses in the practical realisation as far as the functioning and the accomplished results regarding the peace actions, are the greatest achievements. So far, in the international organisation in creating such international political and legal order in which the safeguarding of peace and the development of international cooperation will be prior goals and a guarantee for general progress and security for all of its members.
"The creation of the UN has become one of the main achievements of the world community in the 20th century. The UN and its activities are a true symbol of the 20th century. There is no, and there cannot be, alternative to this organisation and its fruitful efforts. We have no right to forget that the UN possesses a unique international legitimacy. And we all must preserve and strengthen this shared wealth of the peoples of the world". 17
NATO -a practical example of collective defense
For many years NATO has been a successful example for the organization of collective defence. Article 5 from the Washington Treaty from 1949, which is the founding document of NATO, put this role in the centre of the Alliance's functions. "The Parties agree that an armed attack against one or more of them in Europe or North America shall be considered an attack against them all and consequently they agree that, if such an armed attack occurs, each of them, in exercise of the right of individual or collective self-defence recognised by Article 51 of the Charter of the UN, will assist the Party or Parties so attacked by taking forthwith, individually and in concert with the other Parties, such action as it deems necessary, including the use of armed force, to restore and maintain the security of the North Atlantic area. Any such armed attack and all measures taken as a result thereof shall immediately be reported to the Security Council. Such measures shall be terminated when the Security Council has taken the measures necessary to restore and maintain international peace and security". 18 The Greek -Turkish differences in many issues would have surely resulted in at least one war between these countries if they had not been members of NATO. The informal, but intensive, bilateral and multilateral consultations within NATO diminished the Greece-Turkey conflict in many cases (most spectacularly in the summer of 1974). Such war would have been a great impact on NATO solidarity and its long-term future.
After the tectonic movements in Central and Eastern European as well as in the Balkans, especially after the dissolution of the Warsaw Pact and the incapacity of the EU to affect the "open fires" in the former Yugoslavia and the former Soviet Union, the debates on NATO and its destiny and role intensified as well as its role in the security system. Those debates moved in a wide range starting from the grade that NATO managed to win the Warsaw Treaty and thus shot "no bullets", which brings one to the conclusion that NATO should stay in Europe, to the grade that that robust miracle of the Cold War should be abolished and disbanded.
Many analysts who claimed that the EU will "nationalise again" its security policy after the end of the Cold War, believed that NATO will disappear after its "main threat" the Warsaw Pact, has dissolved. These analysts were trapped in the realistic tradition and were not compliant with the common transatlantic identity of the Alliance members.
According to Solana, NATO is redefining itself on the basis of the security definition, which is essentially different from the one used during the Cold War. "In the expansion of the security concept, in taking over new roles and missions, in the adaptation at large scale, NATO today is not about the defence from attack at great scale. The central position belongs to the creation of security within the societies, creating conditions for stability, in which the respect of the human rights, consolidation of the democratic reforms and economic trade patterns and investments will flourish… in brief; it is a new cooperative security order for the Euro-Atlantic order". 19 How to deal with Russia? Before the Senate Armed Services Committee on April 23, 1997, Sen. Kempthorne asked, "if NATO is not-anti Russian, then what is it? Who is the alliance defending against?". Secretary of State Albright responded "The threat is basically….the instability within the region which has in fact created two world wars. But there is also the possibility of an outside threat. There is a possibility of threats from various parts outside the region, to the south, that we have to guard against. And, on the off-chance that in fact Russia does not turn out the way we are hoping it will and its current leadership wants, NATO is there". 20 The ultimate goal is to steer relations to calmer seas and to prevent rhetoric of daily politics from undermining cooperation. This requires a dual strategy: NATO should take Russia's concerns into account, but at the same time be firm on Russia's antagonistic and intimidating behaviour -be it against NATO itself or against its partners.
"We have real differences with Russia on several issues. And we intend to use the NATO-Russia Council as a forum for frank discussions about areas where we disagree. We will use it to press Russia to live up to its commitments on Georgia and to reiterate our commitment to the territorial integrity and sovereignty of all states. We will use it to challenge the assertion put forward in Russia's new military doctrine that NATO's enlargement and its global actions constitute a military danger to Russia. We will also use the Council to advocate on behalf of human rights and individual liberty -these are principles and values that Russia committed to uphold when it accepted the NATO-Russia Founding Act". 21 What is required from NATO is a realistic assessment of the present situation. Given the developments, one can hardly expect the political leadership in Moscow to act meekly on the international stage. "Consequently, NATO must attempt to distinguish between rhetoric and reality, between Russian security interests and calculating political arguments. The real question facing NATO is what concrete potential for action lies behind Moscow's posturing". 22 
The EU and its contribution to collective security
The integration of Western Europe after World War II focused on the creation of security communities, especially in the development of the European Community; the current European Union. Thus, Karl Deutsch underlines that, in difference to the inter-war period, the western European countries do not plan wars against each other, but they underline the creation of a security community which is a reality today. The creators of the European Community have made conscious efforts to build a security community in Europe by strengthening the collective identity.
One of the founders of the European Community Jean Monnet wrote in 1944: "There will be no peace in Europe if the states are being created again on the basis of national sovereignty, with everything it brings, through the prestigious politics and economic protectionism. If the countries once again protect one from another, they will need to once again build big armies ... Europe will be once again born under the shadow of fear". 23 As Robert Cooper put it, the Treaty of Rome is "a conscious and successful attempt to go beyond the national state, while modern Europe was born with the peace of Westphalia". 24 It is the intention that EU remains a liberal democratic security community. The applicants need to fulfil the three main criteria for membership: progress to liberal democracy, progress to creating market economy and progress towards rule of law, thus fulfilling the basic standards for membership into the "high European society".
"Repeated nationalisation" of the national policy of the EU member states did not occur, and the EU is slowly but surely moving towards the coordination of individual national security policies. Several of its members already take part in the Euro-corps, which slowly takes the responsibility for the overall mission in Kosovo, in which the EU has almost all of the characteristics of a mature security community with cooperative security as a norm. 25 What the EU has achieved in ten years in the security field is undeniable. The EU project was very ambitious, the path was narrow, and the EU was constantly watched, whatever it did or did not do. As of 2003, the EU has started to project security outside its borders through peace missions, which further contribute to its transformation as a security actor (but these activities have not transformed it into a global actor). The EU is a civilian power that has taken steps on the way to militarization, but does not yet qualify as a full-fledged military power. 26 The starting point must be that no real security is possible in Europe without US engagement and without Russia finding its proper place in the overall European order. Since the end of the Cold War we in the West certainly made mistakes and missed opportunities. But Russians also have to ask what they have contributed to the prevailing mood of distrust, especially among their neighbours. Shared security requires a shared mindset. An agreement on principles and a willingness to abide by them in practice. George Kennan wrote in his Long Telegram, explaining why the Soviet Union was not supportive of the new global institutions, that "Soviet power is impervious to the logic of reason…[but] highly sensitive to the logic of force".
"Today, Russia is very different from the Soviet Union in the wake of World War II. So too is Europe. That is why we want to believe that it is the logic of reason that drives the Russian leadership. And that is why we want to explore President Medvedev's idea of a new European security architecture and the environment created by the US "reset" within the EU-Russia partnership". 27
OSCE -A Platform for Cooperative Security
The OSCE is different from NATO and EU. It is well -known that the members of the OSCE do not form a security community and the de jure and de facto situation' values differ, besides the official adjoining to the principles of Helsinki Final Act. The OSCE scope, although it spreads from Vancouver to Vladivostok and is very diverse, gives little ground for joint identity.
Composed of three "dimensions", the OSCE agenda intertwines the politico-military aspects of security with "economic/environmental and human dimension" matters. The development of the politico-military dimension presently faces difficulties raised by Russian grievances about insufficient military-security dialogue within the OSCE, non-updating of the CSBMs regime and non-ratification of the Adapted Conventional Armed Forces in Europe Treaty. 28 The desire of the OSCE to achieve cooperative security is clearer in the intentions for strengthening the politicalmilitary security. The directions such as the OSCE Charter for European Security or the Code of Conduct for politicalmilitary aspects underline that security needs to be achieved jointly, with no country having primacy. What the OSCE is doing is nothing else but moving towards cooperative security, as an organisation which is founded on consensus. The OSCE needs to be seen also as an organization which sets norms. At the OSCE Summit in Istanbul in November 1999 there was the adoption of the Platform for cooperative security within the Charter for European Security. The OSCE offers the platform as a cooperative framework to work in sub-regional context. According to this platform, we can see the OSCE more as a "market" than as a "factory" within the countries, and the international organisations can choose the manner of cooperation.
Besides these values, the larger numbers of experts consider that the OSCE does not fulfil all the criteria of a security community. In favour of this is the fact that some members of the OSCE have recently been at war with one another or intend such actions in the future. But the force of the OSCE lies in providing the possibility for cooperation with the countries according to their political will and by setting regional norms. For now, it is evident that it is no accident that those countries which mostly use OSCE capabilities come from the western part of the Euro-Atlantic region, and the European countries only continue to cooperate in the security issues, on the basis of existing membership in institutions, which operate in the OSCE area.
The OSCE has unfinished business in a number of areas and untapped reserves able to catalyse cooperation on new questions. Given the complexity of new challenges and threats, the Organization stands well-placed to assist participating States through its flexible instruments and on the basis of a comprehensive approach to security. The challenge now is to determine the priorities for the organisation and to concentrate energy and recourses in a targeted manner. For all its difficulties and pressures, the OSCE has a vital role to play as a forum for permanent political engagement between the 56 States. 29 From the early 1990s, Russia sought to reform the OSCE in order to strengthen it as a hub for the other security organisations in the Euro-Atlantic area. In 1999, Russia criticised the perceived failure of the OSCE in Kosovo, and the 26 Thierry Tardy, "The European Union, a regional security actor with global aspiration", in European Security in a Global context, (London and New York: Routledge, 2009), p. 33. 27 Council of the EU, Speech by Javier Solana, EU High representative for CFSP, "Europe in the world" (Harvard University, 17 September 2009), http://www.consilium.europa.eu/uedocs/cms_data/docs/pressdata/EN/discours/110218.pdf 28 Victor-Yues Ghebali, "Where is OSCE going", in European Security in a Global context, (London and New York: Routledge, 2009), p. 56. 29 Perrin de Brichambaut, Marc, "The OSCE and The 21 st Century", Helsinki Monitor, Vol.18 Issue 3 July 2007, pp. 180-191. role this played in setting the ground for the NATO air campaign. In the wake of the "colour revolutions" in the former Soviet Union, Russia led the charge to redress perceived imbalances in OSCE work and to strengthen the Organisation's legal basis. Russian criticism came to a head in February 2007, when President Vladimir Putin declared to the 43rd Conference on Security Policy in Munich, "What do we see happening today [with the OSCE]? We see this balance [between the political-military, the economic and the human dimensions] is clearly destroyed. People are trying to transform the OSCE into a vulgar instrument designed to promote the foreign policy interests of one or a group of countries". 30 At the same time, the continuous eastward enlargement of NATO, alongside that of the European Union, put an end to the illusion that the new European order could be built on the basis of the OSCE, which was increasingly perceived in Moscow as an institution which had been captured by the West and become instrumental in pursuing the "western" agenda of those participating states which were not yet members of either NATO or of the EU.
This conclusion may have inspired the Russian Foreign Minister, Sergey Lavrov, to note in June 2009 at the opening of the OSCE Annual Security Review Conference that, "we differ on the methods of obtaining European unity. It would have sufficed to consequently institutionalise the OSCE and to turn it into a full-fledged regional organisation under Chapter VIII of the UN Charter. This means that the OSCE would address the whole spectrum of problems in the EuroAtlantic area. First and foremost, based on legal obligations, it would provide for an open collective security system in the region. Unfortunately, our western partners embarked on a different way that foresaw not only the preservation but, also, the enlargement of NATO". 31 The Russian Federation has become critical of the OSCE as it stands today. Moscow has argued that it has lost its focus on political-military cooperation, concentrating too much on issues of democratisation and human rights. Certainly, Russia took a dim view of the role of the OSCE in the run-up to the "colour revolutions" in Georgia, Ukraine, and Kyrgyzstan. For Moscow, the OSCE has also lost its geographic balance, focusing almost entirely on the countries east of Vienna. In the process, the OSCE is seen to have become an instrument for Western states, used often at the expense of Russian interests. The Corfu Process has shown already the role that the OSCE can play as a reference-point and platform for pan-European dialogue -in ways that are useful both for Russia and pan-European security. As the CSCE before, the OSCE cannot be all things to all masters, but it still represents an innovative and flexible meeting point for all states and a security organisation able to tackle common challenges to the security of Europe as well as in Europe. As in the past, Russian vision will be vital for taking the OSCE forward and for making the most of the newly-launched dialogue on European security.
Observing an increasing marginalisation of the OSCE against the dual enlargement of "western" institutions in Europe, Moscow will be asking why it should pay the price implicit in the comprehensive OSCE agenda which links human rights, pluralistic democracy and the rule of law to security. At the same time, the OSCE has been unable to deliver on its promise to either preserve the status quo in Europe, or preserve Russia's interest when the status quo began to ebb. 32
Conclusion
Security matters. The acceptance of the security, conceptualised in the manner described above, can become the basis for a quieter and harmonic future. Thus, developed with four basic security parts -individual security, collective security, collective defence and promotion of stability -the system of cooperative security asks from the democratic countries which are its members, for a will for closer mutual cooperation, such as interventions outside of their territories, which can affect their common peace and security. As security communities, NATO and the EU have developed dense networks of multilateral institutions which promote the denationalisation of security policy and serve the needs of entire regions. It is by no accident that NATO and the EU promote liberal democracy, and they do it because they partly believe that the security is greater with the cooperation of the countries which have adopted liberal democracy as a form of government.
Institutions matter. NATO is a model for the system of collective defence. The EU is in the process of enlargement on a wider and deeper area of the Euro-Atlantic cooperative security. Finally, this space needs to be expanded in order to include the other parts of the Eurasian and Atlantic region, including Russia.
At the end, the success of any system of international security depends on the strong and united leadership, the spirit of compromise as well as the decisiveness of its members to hold till the end. This is particularly true for a complex institution such as the system of cooperative security. If these elements are missing, the system may not succeed. It will be thus, not because it has mistakes, but because its performers will not have the courage and wisdom to overcome the unavoidable difficulties and misunderstandings. Still, if they are wise, the leaders can overcome these obstacles, and the real and practical manifestation of the collective security can bring new hope in this insecure world.
